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'y. Introduction = . . . o

4 This article is. a continuation of a previous study (Leino
19]4a) which" dealt w1th the 1mportanoe of- obJeot1ves in for--

e1gn (Engl1sh) language_ghddruoh}on.as rated. by teachers, and

is one oF the subJeot related parts of a project started by

L]
~ Niskanen (19731; The 1nstrument,that was developed for inves-

tigathng objectives-was based on a Frameworh put forward by
Valette (1971) and N1skanen [1973) It ‘is Ehe purpose of the

present paper ‘to rggort how student tea%hers and pup1ls rate

/

: the 1mportanoe ofcthe same oh3eot1ves and compare rat1ngs

"\ .- N
’ .

given by in-gservide teachers, student teachers and pupils.
p . , o ' : N .
. Ppevious studies dealing with ‘general affective aims (Kansa:

5
nén 1971) and- the obJeot1ves of teaoh1ng mathematics [Le1no J

1
’

1975) suggest that the way objeot1VES are adpra1sed is related

to teaoh1ng‘exper1enoe The English teaohers had oons1dered

¢ the audio-lingual ob3eot1ves to Pe the most 1mportant at each

level (Leino .189Z24a). The foundations of ths aud1o-l1ngual

. teaohing)stfategy Have, however. been ohallenged [e(g Jako-

4 /
¥ bov1ts 1970) with the 1nternal prOCesses of oogn1t1ve th1nk1ng

belng emphas1zed in the learn1ng of a Fore1gn language (Smith
1971) The present state oF knowledge in the F1eld is vastly

d1FFerent rom whst was a few years a 0. Finding out how
f Hat y 8¢ g

) student teachers rate the 1mportanoe oF objeotives and campar+#

~

ing these ratings w1th those g1ven by in-service te%ohers may

y 7 .

-

. v. _ ‘%




- , . ' .

ﬂ J\)
NN | \\/. _2—

»

give us information whigh rcan~be used ip planning both thse
B :

initial training ahd'én-service education of foreign 1angyage
‘teachers. Additional inP%rmation From experts (e.g. school. .

» ~authorities) who can be expected t0 be aware of recent devel-
opments 1n:¢he F1e1d of Forelgn language teach1ng Mlght also /

prove useful; gathering this klnd of 1nF0rmat10h must, howsv-

er, be deferred til}.another.time.

The most;essential question concerning objectives is that of
. p) * .
« implementation. UbJBCthBS which have no influenge on what
s -

happens in the classroom-@re/useless (EAkvist -1869). There is ’

research svidence to indicate that teaching efficiency ie re-

1ated to.the extent to which the a1ms gu1d1ng the work OF the
teachers are etructured (Koskennleml et al. 1965). Otherwise
V%Fy little is known about the relatlonshlps between objectives

and 1nstruct10nal situations (Lahdes 1969). The”most.impdrtant

/ C

factor in the classroom iss the, 1earner and his ObJBCtIVBS- Un-
L

lgss the 1earner perceives the relevance of what is done in

. -
/

the classroom, meaningFul learning \Will not take place. In

order to make wnrk\at school more meaningful for pupils they
now eé;ticipate in the planning of inetruction. Pianning is,
in fact, considered to be an essential part 0¥ pupils’ work

(Malinen 1974). Thus the present writer considers it neceseary

b} 1 . L
to make an attempt to investigate learners’' notions of the im-

portance of Dbjectivee to see if there is any discrepancy

tween their ratings and those, given by'in-service teachers
. N he
nd student teachers. The degree of congruence between the

+ ohjectives of teachers apd pupils Qas.been said to be 1 crucial

- 8

.
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f“?”““ ﬁ§ttpr iﬁ‘Teapnlnq fSavlﬁr straly 1974) Thls could he in- . !
—————————4Eﬂ$w@%eé—%e~mean—eengpaanea—be:weenﬂt
- a subject. On the other hand dlsagreemenf on the 1mmed1ate e

PO ]

‘QQ .goals 1ead1ng to the dlstant goayh can prove fruitful but 15

. ‘makegs great demands on the teacher. he may have to Flnd ways .A
4
of m0t1vat1ng puplls torachieve the goals whlch they do not

consider,important or he may haya to check his own 1daas of

8 v . .
those goals. Thus, depending on the situation, the. degres of - ° ,
congruence between objectives can facilitate or iphibit learn® '

. ing and the planning of instruction. . _ o

The,.present study is a survey of ObjBQtiVBSQih foreign-lan-

guage'inatrugtion..and importance is the only dimensiop em- Lo

#loygd in rating the objectives. These ratings .givesus infor- R
matign on the arsas of emphasis from the gOints-oF-viaw of
% ;in‘sérvice baapheps, student teachers ané‘phpils.'Later on iff

) \ may be necessar €d i
4 v

gvest}gate how_yeallgtlc the objectives

'-/V'-'

,are For dlffarent grouﬂﬁ of puplls. hawx

AT

. «;8@ - ::‘.;;-'-

’:11y they-can be
1mplemanted .and wﬁat_tﬁ81y mot1vat10nal value is. - i ' .

¥
% i :

-
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2. Rrocedure and Results

e pe

2.1. Proclems'

) - .'~'.‘ o ’.,\
The present.paper concentrates first on student“teachers’ and

1

pupils' notions oFlthe importanee of objectives inkforeign-
.o e .l , A ) i
1anguage 1ﬁ%truct10n. The student teacher's nthons of objec-
n(,z . . ﬁ [

t1ves are based on his personal soc1a1 background his-training

and possible exper1ences as a teacher prior to his tra1n1ng
The ObJBCtIVBS are presented at the follow1ng three 1evels

e}ementary/§9-10-year-qld pupils), 1ntermed1ate (11—I5-year-

odd pupils) and a%vancedlﬁlﬁ—la;year-dld pupils?. Reasons
) . : : l
L .

_for choosing these three levels were giyen previously (Leino ,

1974) . An answer is soughtvto the following question:
1. ch[is the importance of objectives in foreigthanguage

instruction rated by student teachers at elementary,‘inte;-

-

mgdiate and'advanced 1evels?} * . L/

4

Now that pupils part1C1pate in the plannlng of 1nstruct10n
they ehould be; more aware cF ObJBCtIVBS of instruction ;han

before. Carrylng ou} ﬁige idea of puplls taklng part in plan—
Ty ,

nlng is, hewever, very recenf?ﬁ%d there 15 not yet much in'-

i 14

formation avallable on it, but there is an experlﬁ\hﬁal

resegrch project gofng on in which joint planning:by teach-

ers. and pupils plays, an essential role [Koskennleml 19747 .

~ - . -

The advanced 1eve1 puplls are’ the only ones .who are consi-
A}

.10 g
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> , , o - - .
dered competent to answer the questlonnalre COncennLng the ‘ .
——

/UbJECtIVBS at the1r own‘leyel In the wrlter s gpinion thée.

A e a

quest10nna1re mlght be too d1FF10ult For youngér ones. An" ;~,~~:-
' attempt will 'be made t0 answer the following questlon:' o T,

2. How 1s the” importance OF objectives' in Forelgn le\guage

z
s

instruction rated- by puplls at the advanced level?

Finally ratings.given by the eample of the,eabller study. ”
. S ’ .' - - D "'.o v
(Leino 1974a) will be. compared with.the ratings given by

. student teachers =nd eupils. The problem is as follows:

3. What differences are theres between the\patihge given by

iq—éervice teachers, '‘student teachers and pupils?
. .

Y
. "

2.2. Ipstrument’ . _
! % —_— h L ¢ - v ' 9
Studant teachers ansWered the same questionnaire with thg same - .

p .
. instructlon as the teachefs ‘in:the previous study (Leino

i’

1875a). The pupils' questionnaire had, however, to be modi-

fied at two points. First, because of the thegretical frame-
- . 3

work that‘guided the constructiop of the original instfumuet'
' . S )
an attempt was made in it to express the sthtements in terms

- . »

. . of ‘observable pupil behavior and the content-in-which that be-

, havior is to occur. It was'qot considered relevant'to follow
S . . ' : o
the principle of observable behavior in a questionnaire meant

for pupils themselves, which means that the verb to."under-
\ .

stand” appears in some statements. Second, the third person

eingJﬁar of’ the original statements was changed to the first

Q » N., ) . _Il _‘- V \ ) |




‘.

-

~there were no terms unFamiliar to pupils.

»

The teachers were contacted to make ‘gure }'

oerson singular

-~

R S ST PSS SNV SR S S L

The modlfied vers10n

e e

v
.

'1pcluded in the previous research.

_the ihstrument'Was assumad to be satisfactory U auGOunt QF' .

’,oF in-gerwvice féachsrs

. A Mg TR T
of‘the 1nstrument with 1ts 1nstructaon is given in Appezdix 1.

Tha Fact that the pupllS questionnairQ.was a modifieq_ver-

sion oF the ong answered’by in- serv1ce teachers amd student .

Kl

teachers is,"
4

pf c0urse, a source of error. \Dn the other hand,

. X

4 . : ' .
hqwever, care‘was taker not to change the 1deas~conta1ned in

the statements of objectiyes.. s e ‘ T ]
} R . .
InFormation on the, psychometric prooerties of the instrument

thq; 1n(serv1ce teachers and studenchéachers answered is .. -
content va11d1ty oF ’ |

.
» A ]

-T

the framework that‘guided its construction (Leino 1974a);'

I} : C. »
- .

The same can. be assumed bf the questi nnaire that the pupils
\ ‘ . . / - - . . R

answered

since exactly the same a s are represented in the

the reliabi;ﬁty of the instru- ’
. . . \ \
ments is open excppt For thp information on the communali- '

newer versien. The question

-

ties oF bbJectives that is available concerning.the in- serv1ce.'

teaqhers (Leino 1974a) Factor-ana}xeis was not resorteds to
in dealing with theinew daeta for reasons to be given 1ater.
which means that informatdBn on reliabifity-in the form of -»

. Ny _ '+

AN TR -
‘communsliti®s is lackifig. As for the stability of the ratxngg

-

Y« *
prev1ous studies of educatione} aims refer to the constancy
.\ s ‘

(Koskenniemi et al. "1965) and®student -

teachers' (Karisanen 1971) ratings. The question of tbeireria-

v

bility ‘of the aew varlables that wWers Formed for the bUrste

“ v . . L - ’\:J‘r ] ” ‘1
oF,this study will be touchsd upom later. . ry .
L) 7 .y
' ’ . 1 fk ) <
= ) . - - » i : . , ~

12 - : *';(\°$ T >
. < T, I \

’ . /47"' ' . . ‘ ! .“I .‘;{; . I‘ ??‘\"J‘ X h{w ’
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. Student teachers " . » - v ' VA

.
- . -
W ~ /

A VThe stuﬁent.teachers [N 42) are, ?rom He1s1nk1 and Jyvaskyl

;’.they answered the questlonnalre in January, 1914 Aecordln
.- . - f/, - e o
0 o the/practlce that has prevalied so:far 1n F1n1and thosen'

o - . . K |
. who 1nteqded—to be teachers o¥ any academlc subJect or re,

'_fitycaFter wh1ch they went “to. do }helr teacher tTalnlng 1n

/

i

howsver, necessitatedba reform of techer-educatlon, td i The

,-.f

5;reform,started at the organlsatlonal levél in Jyvaskyla and
ST 1
- @oensuu 1ast year and’ln He151nkl (and other un1vers1t1es)

teachers ar% selected to do- the1r academic and pedagoglc stud-

ies s1muftaneously at the unlvereltlgs The change-ﬁrom the/
) . 'ﬂl"' v ' ) -
- : dyeld system to tﬁz new -one w111 take a few years T

b . ) ) cy

: Teaoher Education at Jyvaskyla Hn1vers1ty and fifteen from
. -~ o -
L . the Coeducatlonal WNormal" School of He1s1nk1. The ch01c&\
o of these studen+ teachers was based on the ease of availa-

L

" -

‘b111ty There are no’ essent1a1 d1¥¥erences 1n the academic

stud1es they have taken or the pedagoglc tralnlng they re-

1

N celved durlng,the ¥a11 1973. The writer COﬂSJﬂBPS it well-

Founded not to keep these groups separate becausg:of the
- R o o : . e R
smallness of the sample and because an attempt is only made

. i -
. o . Lo . .

one of. the normal scnuuls of cur country The school re?crmﬁ_

Twenty*seVen°o¥ the“student teachers are’?rom thellnstitute,dTa

th1s year The re?orm Wlll not be a pedagOglc one untli future -

’ ) ..l
% - @

;t>il~, .lategnzubgects~¥1rst completed thelr studles at the unlver'-




L4

’ ' ’ \ . .o . .
to get a general p1cture~€F what obgectlves student teachers

'conslder lmportant at dlfferent levels. I% background varxables

' were 1ncluded there mlght %e others more relevant “than the

'place where the sybjects are’ d01ng bKBlP tralnlng. The un1ver‘
o

. s1t1es where .the SUbJeCtS have taken thelr academlc stadles,
. . o .
the degrees they have in EﬂglLSh and educat10n could be thought

- -

3

/ . T
to be among theSe.-Later 0n the preseht teacher bralnees W1Fl R .

s

partlclpate in, 1n serv1ce teacher educat10n and the posslbl-
B L + .
11ty oF 1nd1v1dua1121ng that educaflon nas nct gven been men-f

.tldned; tHus .at th1s stage, background vannables are- not

o

COH'.

sidered very relevant_

_Two tralnees we@% Teft outibecadse.they hqd‘wcrked as teachers' .

. . -@ "
For several years. The others’ expeplences as teachers were - °

\
1lm1t8d to pBPlGdS ranglng.From.a couple oF months to a year .

at’the most. , B { \.. * e ' S

- . . PR 7 . ’ . .' .
; o :

¥ N . - .

t . .

B :
'PUEllS :
lThere ars two groups OF puplls comlng From two leFerent .

types OF schoolSoand sach will be dealt w1th separately ane%%*“*;’

grcdp (N=77) comegs from TheF1nn1s6 Coeducatlonal Secondary -

NN

-Schaol in Hels1nk1 (called 3YK), which is a2 ten- yéeraexperwf

~
_mental~scnool withs pupllS enter1ng at the age c? n1ne.>The

¢

school is sel\ctlve, taking its pupils from leFereﬁtwparts

of the City of

elsinki and its environs. .The subjects were
L} . \

v

From'the‘n}nth class of the schodl. Their age was not con-

’;trdlled'but usually pupils in that class are7seventeené
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The other group (Né54) comgs ?roﬁ Myllypuro Secondary Scﬁool,\
whdse prils mainly come from thafarqalwqerg’fhe school ig

situated. Pupils enter the school aE'the age of eleven. The

-

subjects-Were yrom the seventh dlasé of that 'school. Their
age,was not controlled but uSually'phpils }n'%hat class are”
. - R

s

saventeen. . : A R

. : . 1
‘ o <~

"0f those' two schools Myllypuro can be.considered to repfe-
éept ordianj F}nnishzsecondary,échoolsbetter‘fhan SYK, which
means that resultsvébtaihedr¥roﬁ that group can be more(read-\f /.
ily generallzed than those obtalned ﬁrom the 1atter gron
The WPltBP, however, considers it 1mp0rtant to make an attehpt
to'get 1nF0rmat10n an some SpBClFlC group of puplls, for,

though'it may"not be generalizable, it can still prove val—

"uable when the 1nd1v1dua1 needs of pupils are con31dered Theé

quEstlon oF the gené@allzablllty of the results is very prob—

lpmatlc. The failure to use any sdmpling method in the selectlon
.“ . o ’ = .-
of the subjects imposes its restrictions on the whole gues-

Al

\g | . .‘ ‘ l‘ '.

tian.

a

2.4. Results - -

’..

)

In order to"Find.én answer to%probléms~l and 2 th mgaﬁs and

standard deviations of eachlobjectiye were computed. These

ére given in'Tables 1-2. The numbers of the affective objec-
- ’ . . . 4
tives are underlined in the tables. The intercorrelations

-

]

i5 . ,




of. all.the objectives were computed for each group. The ma- ‘
: - - . ’ . . . S T g 4
.~ vtrices are not included in this report but® they are available

\
’
’ s

at” the I'nstitute of'EdJcatiohf*Uniq@rsity’o¥ Helsinki.. M

2.4.1. Student Teachers U

. SN
ﬁ_ The most and the least important objeﬁtivestof,both of the ~
5

damains at each level are given below with their means and o

standard qeviations'in.the brackets.

. ‘
N .
) . v Y

) Eleqpnfary level: '

. e
- . A

Cognitive and P§y0h0m0£0r b0main

The most important objectives:

,

11. the pupil is able to distinguish #wo sentences
o, from each other on hearing them-(3.57, 0.87)
< 18. the pupil is able to distinguish two words from each
o ' ‘other on hearing them (3.52, 0,92) '
31, the pupil is able to differentiate between sounds
- (3.31, 0.95) ' ' . _
g. the pupil is able to repeat sentences and dialogues’
(3.30, 0574)) - S
25. the pupil is’able to pronounce different -sounds .
and sound combinations (3126, 0.94) R

“

The least importanf objectives:.

28. the pupil is able to mention English writers and
their works (1.21, 0.47) . o
8. the pupil is able to translate a Finnish text into
English 'in writing (1.33, 08.57) | '
1. the pupil is able to translate oraldly from Finnish»

: ,into English (1.33, 0.70) " °~ 7, |
) 40. the pupil is able to translate an English text intg -
Finnish (1.52, 0.67) : N ’
Affective Domain " ’ ) %

y | ' , . - I e 4 ’¥

The most important objectives:-

P -

L .16 —_— . \ » o




o = :
o “11-
. 22. the pup11 is not aFrald of speaklng Engllsh
L ' (4.28B, 8.73) . -
: 26.-the pupil develops a pOSIthB attltude towards ‘the’
' study of English (3.83, 0.82) ; : -
- . 34. the pgg;l,mantswta wag‘English ©n° hlS own -
# . B 1n1t1at1ve (3.36, 4. 78} . . s
Tha least 1mp0rtant obJectlvesf‘V i |
- - ‘ ]
, 15. ths pup11 takes an actjive interest yﬁ'Engllsh in
‘ , his spare time (2.07, 0.84) . .
: 20. the pupil develops empathy (2. 38 0.84) .
V. 38. the pupil is able to work 1ndepend8nt1y and .
purposeFully (2. 40 0. 69] , ,
' . _' ) ' . ... . " ‘ : /
Intermediate level: \ ' v | ; ()' .
- - . '. v '. ‘ ) s v . . . ) .
‘ i Cognitive and Psychomotor Domain - . : .
P g ) ' * ’ ( ' v ! |
The most important objectjves:
11. the pupll is able to distinguish two, sentences
from eatch cher on hearing them (3.85, 0.68) "
25. the pupil 1@ able to pronounce different sounds .
N and sound combinations (3.57, 0.84) . C
31. the'pupil is able to dlfferentlate\batween soundsQ St
(3.64, 0.88) ~
44, the pupil is, able to answer questlons on theuonntents
. of a text he has read (3.60, 0.73) '
-17. the pupil is able to produce grammatlcal stﬁ ctures
v orally (3{50 0.687) - R §
) ) V B
- The least 1mp0rtant ObJBCtIVBS .
.. 28. the pupil 1s’éble to ment;on Engllsh wr&%ars and
\.. their works (1.90, 0.72) } T " L
19. 'the pupil is able to mention geographlqal places in '~
England (2.21, 0.71) N
1. the pupil is able to translate oralllhfrom Flnnlsh g
- into Engllsh (2.26, 0.79) 7
. 14. the pupil is able to describe hablts and customs aﬁv ] i
L Engllshmen (20.33 0. 55) . : . &

i .
Affs ctive Do%a‘g ‘ B ' ,

The most important obiactives{

17
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. ’ : % :
22.- the pupil is not afraid of speaking English . -
(4.33, 0.68) |

26. the pupil develops a positiye at%itude towards the ~.

study of English (3.78, 0.78) , _
34. the pupil wants to use English on his own initiative
~ (3.60, 0.70) ' _ d : .
The lsast important objectiwes:

15. the pupil takes an active, interest in English in
his spare time (2.42, 0.83) C ‘ . .

20: the pupil.develops empathy (2.50, 0.71) .
6. the pupil develops perseverance (2.95, 0.62) )

4

i
ot

Advanced level:
Iy . “

’ ‘)
Cognitive and Pgychomotor Domaim

“ . The most iﬁporfant.objectivesh * -

11. the pupil is able to distinguish two 'sentences - from
sach other on hearing them (4.09;, 0.76) :

44, the pupil is able  to answer questions on the contents v

of the text he has read (4.07, 0.67)
35. the pupil is 'able to talk with an English-speaking
' person (4.02, 0.78) '
18. the pupil is able to distinguish two words from each
: other on hearing them (3.93, 0.81l) ‘
. 25. the pupil is able to pronoupce different sounds and
sound combinations (3.92, 0.97) ' '
: 1
The least important objectives:?

16. the pupil is able to copy sentences (l.86, 1.07)

9. the pupil is able to repeat sentences and dialogues
(2.4 1.06)

28. the il is able to mention English writers and
thet rks (2.55, 0.86) N ‘

19. the pupl.is able to mention geographical places
in England (2.55, 0.88) ) _ :

14. the pupil is able to describe habits and customs
of Englishmen (2.78, 0.75) '

4

Affective Domain - )' <

The hosq important objectives:

oo | 18
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22. the pupll is- oot gfraldloF speaklng English
-, (4.38, 0.88)

‘34, the pupil wants to us® Engllsh on hls own initiative:
. - (3:86, 0.78) '
26. the pupil develops.a p051t1ve att1tude towards the

- study of English (3. 78,_0 84) . S

7/
>

The least important objectiveéi N ,

20. the pupil develops gmpathy (2.55, 0.71Y
15. the pupil takes an active'interest in Engllsh 1n hls

. .. spare fime (2.76, 0.82)
Q: the pupil develops a sense of- respon81b111ty (3. 11 0.83)
. 4 »
4 B N ) . ) ) .

> - .. i .

As can’ be seen on the prqﬁﬁous pages the most 1mportant cog

—nltlve and psychomofSr ObJBCtIVBS at the elomentary 1evel ars

.\
audlo 1ingqal ones ma%nlytconcerned wlth psychomotor activ-
<
ties. The least 1mportant ones are oonnectod w1th oﬁlture and

‘ translatlon. Almo;t the sdme is true at the 1ntermed1ate 1ev-

s - v .
el w1th the 1nterest1ng exception of readlng comprehen31on

being among the most 1mportant’oﬂos. At&,he advanced 18vet
eudio-iingqal objoctives concerned ﬁith‘osycho-motor act&v-
itieé are still among the most imoonta;t onos but reading
oomprehepsion and oral communication arg'thére, too. At this
lsvel one oP the most important audio-lingual objectioes of
the elemqstary luvel (9) is among the least lmportant ones.
The other 1ess important- ObJBCtIVBS are copying and items

-

connected with’ eulture.

com

The most ond legst 1mportant obJeotives rematn nearly the same
at each level. The most important ones have English as thBlP
content.while the least impqrtant ones are general gffective
aimo with no specific content with the ekcept}on of interest

in:English.

19
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The stendard dgyistions show that the agﬁssmsnt on the im-

" portance of different objectives is greater at the advanced

D . ) . ’ \

level than at the elementary level. -Generally-speaking there
t a Fairlx‘gésat sg""smentvon t#s most and least impor-
tant objectiV%s,Qith the excsptlon of two objectlvss at the
advenced level. These’ obJectlvss (copylng'ass repsatlng)’srs

among the least impqrtant ones, but the standard deviations.«,-'

,

show that thete is no great agreement 06 the smallness of

. Y *
the impdrtance of these objectives. = -t
’ ' . . LY . - .
" 2.4.2. Pupils / ' I
. _ ‘ S . .

€ Thg means énd standard deviations Qf the tws'groups of pupils,

are glvsn in Table 2 {(Appendix- 3). Ths slgnlflcance of the

’,
dlffsrsncss between the means was tested and those ObJBCthBS

with significant differshcst arse glyen,ln Table 3 (Appendlx 4] .

© %

. The most and least important objsctivss’qf the two domains as

rated by the two advanced-level groups of puﬁ?ls are given

below.
s
\
: | | e
SYK (N=77) ¥ Myllypuro. (N=54)
Cognitive and Psychomotor Domain
< The most important objectives:
24. T understand what I have  24. (4.63, 0.65) =
heard (4.87, 0.34]) . ' .

35. I'm able to speak with an 35. (4.41, 0.65)

English-speaking person
(4.47, 0.68) ¥

44, I understand what I have 44, (4.41, O.?GL T
read (4.47, 0.68) ' g

o
i

[




V4
3. I develop a sense of respon- 3.
sibility (1.81, 0.95) ,
20. I develop empathy (1.92, 0.84) 20.
10. I develop co-operation 2.

(2.09, 0.96)

4“'_’_.,;;”
AR , 715~ . t
b / < “y
43, I'm able %o communicate-with 40. I'm able to transléte
.an English-speaking person an English text into
in writing (3.87, 0.88) © Finnish (3.87, 0.87)
41, I'm able to produce words + 33. I'm able to speak on a
orally (3.77, 0.93)" : - given tepic (3.85,.0.99)
. L :
' The least important objectivesg )
2 . . . . | a . ;
14. I'm able to describe habits- ., 14. [1.65, 0.80)
and customs PF Engllshmeh ) :
~ (l.64, 0.84) ‘ . .
16. I'm able to.copy sentences ‘16. {1.61, 0.80) ’
- ..(1.48, 0.72) . , Cow : / '
19; I'm-.able to mention geo- 19. (1.44, 0.60) ‘
graphical places in England s Ty - . /
. (1,35, 0.56) S -
28. I'm able to mention English 26. (1.22,-0.46) .
wrlters and their works o : . , Y T
(1.51, 0.77) o ” S \ o
42, I'm a 18 to mention features 2% (1.52,.0.82); -°
+ typical of 1ifi:¢n England —, ' '
(1.53, 0.77) : ’ " A ,
- ) Affective Domain .
The most important objectiv8§$;-
22. I'm not afraid of speaking "22. (4.31, 0.84)
English (4.49, 0.77) o _ -
26. I develop a positive attitude 26. (3.59, 1.02) L
towards the study of English ! .
(3.19, 1.09) ‘
34. I want to use English on my own ‘34. (3.52, 1.00%
initiative (3.88, 1.01) _ i

Qhe least important objectives:

(2.24, 1.08)
(2.06, 0.96)
I develop international
understanding (2.65,
1.26)




P . . .
S~
e

Three of the most important objectives of the cognitive and

psybhamotor domain wers 1is£ening cbmpréhension, ability‘togi“ | ";

.8peak and readlng comprehensnon. The next most 1mportant gb;
JBCLIVBS c;nce}ﬁei,wrltten ;anguage 1n both‘the groJS=' o iy ‘&
‘puplls from SYK emphasized written communlcatlon while the ."é
| 4

Myllypuﬂb group empha51zed translatlon. It is 0bv10us that

fﬁatructlon in an exp%r1menta1 school is not so much geared
to the school- leav1ng examl}ptlon as- 1t is in ordlnany ¢

’\ . \ M '
schools where pupils may well feel translatlon to be a,pramgem

-

since it hpas -played a domlnant role’in the exam, The 1éast

¥
"

impgrtant objectives .ars ﬁhe same'in the qu'grodps théugh‘,

/

‘their order of decreasing importance is no& exactly the sams.

? . : - -

The least important objectives' are items connected with cul-
ture and copying. -
1 9
The most important objectives are the same in the two groups‘

and they are the same as were considered the most important

. . i
at each level by student teachers as well Is.in-service teach-

ers (Leino 1974a). They have English as théir content while

the least important ones are general affective aims with no .
specific content. . ‘-

dﬁsagregment on the importance of objectives, as shown by

the standard deviations, is greater among the pupilsathan
" A
among student teachers. In the experimental-school group

the ‘objectives with highest standard deviations concern

distinguishing sentences and words while those with the

~higheat values in other group coneérn international under-

S




‘ . . <
standing and a positive attitude towards English-speaking
people. Generally speaking there is mors disagbeement on the .

mosﬁ afd least important affective objectives'than on the most

L

and least important cognitive and psychomotor objectides. -
- o s - s

<

. - "  ° ' . .
/2.4.3. Cbmparison - ° ;o © e o . ( '
. . 7 .

~
Finding an'answer to Problem Three'necessitated 3 comparison

of the ratings é‘zen by {n SQPVICB ‘teachers; student teachers:7,

. and the two groups o# puplls. Slnce the' number oF objectives

-

R
n

1

1]

rge it would he A1£$§gu1t tn nhtain a general plcture of

the diFFérences between the ratlngs-glven by the Four d1F-
ferent groups, . if comparlsons wers: .performed at the level of
‘3 slﬁgle objeetive. Reduclng the number of ODJBCthBS was

N

necessary and 1§,was done in a way sqggestgq by Leino, J.
(1a75)y & " ‘ "

: « ' L
The resul€%~of theiféctdr;analyses'carried out in the previ-.
ous study were made use of (Leino 1874a). There was a gdod'
correspondence between the Factor-gtructures at the;fhreg"lev-
els and ghe-Factqr-gtructures wére,.to a very great ekteatf
cénsistent with the.theoretical framework that ggided the
construction of the instrument. Thus it can be cénsidered

jﬁstified to form clusters of objectives based on the fac-

tors discovered. This was done as follows:. clusters were malmlA

et
S Aedh?y

. formed of those ObJBCthBS that were -1daded on the same fac- .«

tor at the three or two differgnt levels, which resulted in

‘the following clusters: ) ‘




- . v a
1A cluster of traditional ohjectives (‘:ons\Lsti‘ng of the

- AN

following objectives: .1, 5, B, 12, 14, 19, 33,"2B, 40, and 42,

| i . _
= "~ which were loaded on the same factor ‘at.the Jthree levels, and

ot . 4

Va

1

%

~J" ABX, Y9, @23 an v, whi H" re idaded on *the samé ?actor 't
f%‘&v—:wﬂ\(v A N.;ﬁl‘xi,,'-.--a g ch WA _ ! at .

o , . v ‘ .
'~ two different lev 'éfﬁbbjective ro. 16, whicp was loaded on

- " \

|‘/;"

. : 3 4 .e ¥ . E :
s different factors at different 1§vels, was #&lso included in

{his'cluster based on the loading at ﬁhe.elém ntary level -

[

a

where it was more imponiwgt thén_af éhe other \two levels. . -t

.. - o y ° . ‘l\ . -~
2. A.cluster of the audiokingual objectives cofnsisting of the
0 *" : . .

/

following ohjectives: 11, 17,, 18, 21, 25, 31l.

which were loaded on the spmégfactor at the thrge levels and
. A : L ‘
27, which had loadings on the same factor at two levels.
o - a A +E

-

3. A - cluster of affective aims and communication consisting

of 15, 24, 33, 34, and‘44, which wers loaded on” the same fac-

’

tor at the three levels, and 22, whicH had loadings on ths same

Facto§‘at two different levels. Objective no. 26 had loadings
’ . LY

-

on all the factors atgtﬁe intermediate level and on different

factors at the other th levels. It was included in this

. N
7

.clustdr based on the loading at the elementary level where it

‘was- most important. . .

4., A cluster of general affective aims consisting of 3, 6,

10, and 3@, which_were loaded on the same factor at the threse

-~

levels and 2, 20, and 38 having loadfngs on"the same factor

at two levels. .
Six objectives remained outside the previously mentiorded - )

clusters: either because they were loaded on the several

.

Q : - 24




o . .. ’ - .
, Factdrs at the three levels .or because their being loaded on

some ‘factor(s) was not tonslstent w1th the theoretlcal frame- .t

-

¢ work Two' more clusters were formed of: these outslders

-~

. - %%‘
. ./‘ ] . ‘e ( . (XY
' 5. A cluster of objectives of elements OF written langliage * ”
¥ :
coni/stlng of 30 37},anﬁ 7.“ N R o
' % ' - ' o . . 2
L B A cluster of objectives of .partial skills in pronunciation
T w o - 1o , ' a . .
(o co’nsisting'o’f 45, 9, an,d 4, T

The welghted .means of all clusters OF objectives wers computed .
For gach SubJBCt with the ratlngs OF 1mp0rtance/é1ven by the.
sdbjects as coefficients. Thus the influence of less amPULtant
objectlves is smaller than it would be if ordlnary means were
used (Leino J. 1975] AFter that the‘means and standard de- -
viations of the new variables were complted. -They are given

in Table 1;0n the next‘page, Graphic presentations of the im-

portance wf the clusters are also included on page 23.

ES g Combining objectives in this Qay y1e1ds new_yarlable which are t‘ :
more concrete @han factor-scores, for example, would be. An-

other reason for not reso;tlng to Factor analysls in this con--
nection is the smallness of 'the samples. The rather low values.

‘OF the standard deviations (Table 1) rerer to the reliability

. of the new variables (DahlloF 1983)

< .. s,

+
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\Jable 1. Maans and Standard Dev;gﬁ;ions of the New ?Vamables 'f
] Teachers (N=100) :
\ ) Elementary level. Intetmﬁ-ﬁi’iate level ) Advanced laval
- '.‘;‘" R s {( é‘?‘"‘% fe v 2 3 ,,2.1‘ e
o o . < jg%%'x' | .
1., 1. 93.,~ 0.56 - .2.72 ~ 0.42; 3.41 -0.49,
2.« 2376 0.53 .0 3.85 0.3 . 4 17 0,45
F .. 3.65 ' 0,50 3.93'1«@@é§15§ -4,15 0,48
4.%  3.05  0.60 3.26 0.5%35 + 3.45 . 0, sa
5., - '3.68 ' 0.70  3.88 0.50 " ' 3.83  0.64
?gg, , 2,97 0.8l . 3.44 ?ﬁ%%;ﬂ 3.2; 0. 7; )
g . . ) & J'.n
Student Teachsrs S - v )
1. = 2.12  0.55 2191 0.1 ¢ 3.45 0.A8
2. . 3.3¢ 0.5 ~ 3.58  0.46 3.85 'qy44
3. 3.26 ~0.44 _3.60- - 0.41 3.95 0446
4, - 2.95' Q.51 3.13  0.44 . 3.28 Q.52
5%,  3.12  0.83 2.30  0.57 - 3.72 l?.ss
6. - 52082 0.8l 3,33  0.52 3,63 i0.55
. : .
Pupiis, advanced- level i
sYK (N=77).  Myllypuro (N=54) '
X, 8 o X -} ‘ -
1. 3.22 0.42 3,35 0.46 . .
2. 3.70  0.54 3.64 0.58
3. 4,27 0.35 " 4.16 0.47
4. 2.42 - 0.75 ‘2.85  0.87 |
5. 3.31 .64 3.17 0.61 ' .
6. & "3.55  0.62 . 3.8 0.86.
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Flgure 1 shows us how the meortance OF the samse cluster-oF

obJectlves var1es at the three levels 1n the grqoups of -in-
[y
service teachers and student teacﬁers. Both the groups con-

'sider each area more important at the hlgher levels than at

Al

the elementary lavel; in add1t10n to that, 1nfserv1ce teachers’

..consider each area more. 1mportant than student teachers W1th

d

.'theiexception~of the cluster of @radltlonal ObJBCtIVBS whlch the

- latter consider'sllghtly mors 1mp0rtant than the former at

o Pareerome

gach 1eve1.

The'figure also shows us in Qhat‘way the importance of dif- .

ferent clusters "of.objectives varies at the same level. Gen-
erally speaking the profiles show the same type_oF.variation
in both the groups at cach level. The variation is smallest

in the group of student teache;s'at the intermediate level.

+ o

The difference between the imcdrtance of the traditidhal and

AY

‘ audiolinguaz areag is smaller at gach level with student teach-

ers than with teachers.

« 3

Figure 2 presents the profiles of teachers, student teachers,
A RN ,
and the two groups cF'pupils at the advanced level. Pupils

cons1der the other areas less‘'important than teachers or
-~

student teachers except the area of affective aims and
ccmmunication and that cF'partlal skllls in pronunciation. The
most striking discrepancy'isfat general.aFFective aims which
pupils consider Far less important than in-service teachers

.or student teachérs. = ’ - =~‘\

.

-

An important point to remember, when the ratings of the dif-

b4
4
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: ferentAgroups are compared, is the fact thatleach group has

a different-framework. We have, for example;,nc information on
;the teachers of the stpuent teachers. The lessons glVen by

the student teachers are discussed afterwards but the 1nfluence

of those discussions which are led by the master teachers is-

o

unknogn. Neither-have we any 1nf0rmat10n on the teachers of

those pup11= who answered the questionnaire. It can, hcwever,'

\
3

1'be assumed that the influence of teachers is now smaller than
it w1ll be when the syetem of Joint Plannlng by teachers and

" pupils is well_establlshed, Under the system prevalllng up till .
now the teacher’s work has mainly been gu{dec.by the textbooks'
that are used and the compulsory school 1eav1ng examlnatlon,

'there has hardly been any,room_for planning and”d1Scuss10n of"

Va PR N

objsctives.

)

A
i/,] ’
>
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3. Discussion
. : . , :
At the level of a single variable the most 'interesting ﬂinding

T

of the student teachers _group concerns readlng comprehenslon,

whigh 1s among the most 1mp0rtant ones both at the 1ntermed1ate

.
-

‘and advaned 1avels Thls varlable was not cdn51d9red to belong
. ]

‘to the most important ones by in- serv1ce teachers (Lelno 1974).

At the level of combined variables the main results of the
comparison between in-service teachers and student téachers.

are the Following: : - o

S student teachers considergd the cluster of traditivnal ob-

' jectives sllghtly more 1mp0rtant at each level than teachers

K

- both groups con51dered gach area more important at the hlgher'

levels then'atvthe glementary level.

Even thouygh thé'quéstipn of the relationship between the ‘way
the sgbjectsvappraised thé objectives and the-actuai proce-

dures in the classroom remains umanawered in this study, the
- importance of making teachers aware of current trends in for-

eign language instruction cannot be denied..Many of the as-
. 7 i ’ .

-~ sumptions on which traaitional and audiolihgual strategies

were based have proved'False (e.g., Finocchiéro 1972; Staff
. Article 1974; Smith 1871). The prgsent ffénd is tOWEEds a

k#nhd of “modiFieJﬂtfaditionalism" an eclectic, dntegrated aﬁ-~
proach with tHe realization of the central role of the |
§tuqent;s mentélppowers in léarning a ?oreign‘language. Ec-

lectism cannot be equated with "anything goes” but requires

[ b P
.
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the -teacher. to haQe a thorough knowiedge OF diFFerent prac-
tices .and styles of teachlng, ahd the learnlng tneor1es upon

“whlch they are based to be able to choose between what is

C o w
-

&_'good for his partlcular purposes and what is not approprlate

in a part1cular s1tuat10n. This makes great demands on teach-
. er, tralnlng and in- servlce educatlon cF teachers, in partlcular,
: Ta

at a time of change. Eclectlsm should also be recognlzed by.

: admlnistrators.and curriculum writers. .
The discrepanty between the audiclingual and the traditiomal
objectives.in the in-service teachere'ﬁgroup could partly be
attributed to the training they have réceived and theirtgxpe—'

¥

riences as teachers. It must be remembered that the 1n- ervice B

teachers who answered the QUestlonnalre mainly represented
'comprEhen31ve school level. Their experiences” as teachers
might indicate the pbssibility that someiaupils arequly capa- .

i
ble of act1v1t1es at the audlollngual manlpulatory level.

¥ The d1screpancy between the traditional and the audmé11Ngdal

'clusters,was also to be seen, though less d1st1ncc1y,r1n the
: v ’ . .. :
student teachers’ group. Student teachers, however, showed

a slightly more pdsitive attitude tdwards the traditidnal ob-

Jectlves, which is more in harmony with the recent developmente
~in the field. It shguld be pointed out, atthis juncture, that

"trad1t10nal" refers to those ObJBCthBS the content area of

.

which is wrltten ‘language. The pr1nc1g1e of eclecticism if

.

it were followed mlght be 'seen in dlfferent types of proflles

_\\vp* the cluster of'obJectlves; now there seems to be some kind

"of "either/or" attitude at the elementary level, in particular.

31 -
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The greater 1mp0rtance of each cluster at the hlgher levels,

i

-

. @ssuming it is not due to the £Drm of the questlonnalre.

*

could be basad on the. idea that mere can be achleved w1th more

mature ﬁupils. This would mean that all the obgectlves are
- 3
considéred to be more 1mp0rtant at the- advanced level.

T

When ratings given by in-service teachers ana'studenf teachers
are compared with those glven by two groups q@ puplls the main
result concerns the 1mportance of the cluster of affective
aims and communicat%on, whigch is the: peak OF the puplls pro-
Flles,'and the small 1mp0rtance of the clufter of general

aftective aims with the experlmental school group attachlng

even less importance to it ‘than the‘other‘group.

i
-

At the leveilef single variables pupils also stressed commu-
nicaéioq pbjectives, which according to thé factor-analyses
perFormedvin the earlier sfudy’ILeino 1974a) wé?e connected
with such'aFFeétive objectives as courage to speak Engliéh,

willingness to use English on one's own initi@tive and a posi-

tivé attitude towards the study of English. These afFéctive

.objectivaé were those rated as the most important by all the

e

°

-

groups of supﬁects. This area was more important‘than the

audiolingual area in the pupils’ opinion. It is within the

teachgr's possibilities to~qee to the implementation of these

objectives.

The problematic area is that of the general affective aims,
. EI ] . ‘. 't

the importance of which represents values above the mean in

the in-service teachers’

and student teachers’ grgupé and

below the mean in the two. groups of pupils.
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thought to be an éxpreséion of "generatign gap” a sebaration
in the views of 'younger and older people. A very prac%icaf

, ‘kind of prientafidn is to be sgen in_thé bupils'.rétihgé: in
foreién 1aﬁéuage Iessonsvthe,psrpbse is to aéHieve,skills
in the language and the courage and willingnéss tohuse the

language. Teachers recagnize the importance of the general

affective aims but the big problem is to kndw how to implement .

-4 .

" ﬁhem and to know whethegr they have beén achieved or not. An .
. ' ) . L » \S
* attempt will be made in a continuation study to clarify the |
: v ' o A
°rglation between the ggméial affectiveeaims and the other _f, e
, . L A 2, ; . :
’ ob§ectives in the way §uggested previously (Leino'1874).
' : ' , \ * o o
. { Jd " 1Y
\ q
L«
P , :
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Instruction .

' . ’ v
, .

;-
-

" There is a list of objectives in English teaching in the’
“questionnaire. Rate theaimportance o?’eaph objective at

.the advanced level using the scals i;SJ

»

ll = not very important ’4: r
2 =IQuite imPPPtang - o o ' -'7 -
3 = important ?

4 = very important N °

-j 5 =fextremely important

) !

Use ”importéntfgmost oFQen; "quite important” and "very
e | . o
important” relatiVely often and )"not very important” and

- "extremely important” quite seldom.

\

¥ Anna-Liisa Leina

36
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Rate the importance o . sach objective by using the ‘scale.d - 5.
Mark your choice (1, 2, 3, 4,”or 5) in the cells in front of -~
the objectives. . A : | '

\

.

v ’ EPCEE ‘
An objective is that 1 ' , ff;

am able to franslaté Qrafiy FromdFinnish'intq English

-
v
—
.

N

develop international understanding .

I

w

develop a.sense'of responsability

E~

know the stress and intonation pattern of thé?ﬁgﬁgbage
] , T ;

4

wmn

am able to bnoduce grammaticél structures

develop perseverance

-

‘ooooooooo0n

~am able to relate the word I have heard t3 the corre-
sponding written symbol ‘ '

am able to translate a Finnish text into‘Ehglish

o N

'LD‘

am able to repsat sentences and dialogles

(=)
o

develop co-operation ' o
.am able to distinguish two sentgnﬁéé‘from each other
- on hearing them {e.g. he's watching the ship, he's
- *_ washing the sheep) oy '

12, E] am able to produce wordé in writing

11.

-

13. Ej am ables to manipulate a sentence in writing (Bfg. by
_ changing its tense) _ w
am able to describe habits and customs of qulishman
take an active interest in English in my spare time
. _

14.
15.

16. am able to copy sentences -

17. am able to produce grammatical structures orally

18. am able to distinguish two words from each other on
' hearing them (e.g. big, pig) "
am able to .mention geographical.places in England

(=)
w

oO00O00000000

20. develop empathy- ) ’
: e R :

.21, know the meaning of the grammatical structure-l have -heard

v 22, am not afraid of speaking English

23. am able to speil words corpectly_

‘s

ke ]

uqﬁefqtand what I have heard
L , '

am ableé<fo pronounce different sounds and sound combi-

%
33
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develop a positive attitude towards thé'study of Engiish
am. able to read phonetlc wrltlng R . '

* -

am able to mention Engllsh WPltBPS and thelr works

am able to write from dlctatlon o

know the meaning of written words | " ‘.

-

am able to diffm@ntiéte between sourds (e.g. thin, thatf

-

am abde to write on a given topic .

am able to speak on a given. toplc : ‘ o )
-

want to use Engllsh on my own initiative L

am” able to telk with an English- speaklng peréon gr
know the'meanlnglof a word.I have-heard

know the meéning 6F“a written érammatica} StruptuFézzu,
am able'tb work indabendently andfpurpésefully |

develoﬁ a positive attitude towards English-speaking
people . . : -
am able to translate an English text into Finnish ’

am able to pronounce words orally .

am able to mentlon features typical of 11Fe in England

am able to communlcate w1th an Engllsh amaklng person
in writing

undeﬁstand‘what I have read

am able to manipulaté .a sentence orally (e. g. by
changing the tense) *

o




i— 33 - . ) Appendix 2
Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Importance of
Objectives in English Teaching
e : : -
Student teachers (N=42]
4 - Elementary Intermediate : Advanced
level level level
X s . X s X 8
1 . 1.43 0.70 2.26 '0.79 3.05 0.84
2 2.52 1,02 3.05 0.85 3.29 . 0.686
3 2.986 0.81 = 3.00 08.77 3.11 0.83 ° v
4 2.95 0.94 3.45 0.72 . 3.88 0.77 .
5. 1.86 0.72 3.14 0.72 3.81 0.58
6. 2.57 0.91 2.95 0.62 3.21 0.72
7. 2.886 1.1l 3.50 0.71 - 3.71 0.74
8., 1.33 0.57 2.57 0.74 3.43 0.77
9. 3.30 0.74 2.62 0. 1.06
10. 3.26 0.73 . 3.31 O 0.75
11. 3.57 0.97 3:95 0. 0.76
12. . 2.11 0.66 3.02 O. 0.94
13. 2.14 1.03 3.50 0. 0.92
14. 1.59- 0.73 + 2.33 0. 0.75
15, ©2.07 0.84 - 2.42 0. 0.82
16. 2.687 1.24 ©1.95 0. 1.07
17. 3.10 0.93 3.50 0. 0.79
18. .3.52 0.82 3.69 @ '‘0.81
19. 1.45 0.59 2.21 O. .0.80
20. 2.36 0.73 2.50 0. 0.71
21.-49 3.02 1.02 3.45 -0 0.72
22. 4,26 0.73 4,35 0. 0.69
23. 2.69 1.09 ©3.31 O 0.69
24, 2.47 0.92 . 3.26 O : .83 0.73
25. 3.26 0.94 - 3.57 0.94. © 3.92. 0.97
26. 3.83 0.82 3.78 0.78 s9 3.78 0.84
27, 1.90 1.03 2.45 0.91 . = 2.88 O0.98
© 28. 1.21 0.47 1.90 0.72 2.55 0.86
29. 2.21 0.84 3.00 0.66 3Y21 0.84
30. 2.52 1.02 3.19 0.74 3.47 0.77
- 31, . 3.31 0.85 3.64 0.88 3.71 0.83
'/ 32. 1.69 0.75 . 2.93 0.67 . 3.87 0.72
33. 2.05 0.79 ©3.14 0.57 3.76 0.76
34. 3.36 0.76 3:.60 0.70 3.86 0.78
35. +.2.29 0.89 " 3.26- 0.77 4,02 0.78 '
36. 2.81 0.83 3.12 0.74- 3.42 0.80
37. 2.52 0.97 3.04 0.70 3.47 0.7%
3g.  2.40 0.88 3.07 "0.71 3.48 0.77
39. 3.12 0.74 ©3.19 0.59 3.21 0.65
40. 1.52" '0.67 2.83 0.70 3.69 0.78
41. 3.00 1.06 3.33 0.87 3.55 0.94
42, 1.64 0.58 2.36 0.68 2.88 0.59
43, 1.55 0.71 2.83° 0.88 3.52 0.83
44, 2.52 0.99 3.60 0.73 4,07 0.67
0.75 3.52 0.80

45, 2.50 1.09, 3.31

| - 39 - :
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- 34 - " Appendix 3
Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of Importance of
’ of Objectives in English Teaching. Pupils.
Advanced Level
. SYK (N=77) Myllypuro (N=54) _ .
X 8 X 8
1. 7 3.0 0.76 3.1 0.87 B
2. + 2.55 1.06 - 2.65 1,26
3. 1.81 0.95 2.24 1,06%
g. 3.22 0.90 2.96 0.95
5. 3.48 0.88 ' 3.37 -.0.94
6. 2.14 0.96 2.46 0.88
7. 3.14 0.94 3.22° 0.98
8. 3.10 0.93 . 3.70  0.86%% ;
9. 2.14 0.82 - 2.61 0.88°% . L
10. 2.09 - 0.96 . 2.67 1.09% '
1. 3.58 I.16 3.69 1.02 -
12, 3.47 0.77 3.39 . 0.92 ’
13. 3.14 0.97 3.24 1.04
14, 1.64 0.84 1.65 0.80
15. 2.95 1.04 ~2.74 1,05
- 16. 1.48 * 0.72 1.61 0.88
17. . 3.74 1.09 3.79 1.05
18. 3.48 1.20 " 3.54 1.09
19. 1.35 0.56 1.44 0.60
20. 1.92 0.94 2.06 0.96 :
21. .3.74 0.88 3.50 0.88 .
22. 4.49 0.77 4,31 0.84
23. 3.68 0.77 . 3.76  0.77
24. 4,872 0.34 4,63  0.85°% .
25. . 3.75 0.85 3.41 0.86 :
26. 3.19 1.09 3.59 1.02°
27, 2.09 0.92 2.33  0.95_
28, 1.51 0.77 1.22  0.48) -
29. 2.78 -, 1.02 = . 3.19 0.83% g
30, 3.52 0.84 . 3.72 0.99 - ‘
3. 3.18 '0.96 3.07 0.93
32. 3.60 1,05° 3.54 1.11
33. 3.66 1.06 3.85 0.99 '
. 34. 3,88 1.01 3.52 1.00 9
35 4.64 0.53 ° . 4.41 . 0.74 i
36. 3.52 0.84 .3.70 0.82
37. ‘ 3.62 0.80 : 3.65° 0.85 , )
38. 2.43  1.06 3.04 0.970
39. - 2.21  1.07 2.76  1.187°
40. v 3.08 0.93 3.87 _ 0.87
41. 3.77 0.93 3.69 ~ 0.99
42, 1,53  0.77 - 1,52 0.82
43 3.87 0.88 3.69  0.86
44, 4.47 0.68 4,41 0.66

45, 2.87 0.88 3.30 0.94%

.
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QVTable’),B. The Statamants of’Dbject;ves with Significaﬁ:DifFer-
. ences between thg Means of the Two Groups of Puplls «
. 17 [N 27Y Myllypuro (N=54)"
¢ - / .
. X s . ; T8
1 . . \ « -
3. 1 devalpp a sense of PBSpOﬂS}blllty 1.81 D 95 2.24 1.06
% ‘
‘ 8. I am able to traﬂslate a.- Flnnlsh S o
- text into English - - 3.10 0.93 3.70 0.86 B
9. I am able to repeat sen%gnces | B | ' '
and dialogues : *2.14 0.82 2.61 0.88
10. I develop co-opefation : .~ 2.09 0.96 2.67 1.09.
. & : N . .
A 24. 1 understand what I have heard 4.87 0.34 4.63 0.65
~ . B ‘- B ‘, . N ' .
28, ] am able to mention English . . S .
~writers and their works . 1L.51:0.77 1.22 0.46 .
- 29. I am able'to write from dictation’ .2.78 1.06 . 3.13 0.83°
- " 38. I am able to work 1ndependent1y o ' ' :
. and purposefully *™ " 2.43 1.06 3.04 0.97
* 39. I develop a positive attitude to- o A
' wards'English-speakgEg people ©2.21 1.07 2;78f&.18
’40. I am able to translate an Engllsh o | )
- ' text into: Flnnlsh C °3.08 0.93i 3.87 0.87 ‘
. W‘ . : o
45, I am able to manipulate a sentence : L
‘ orally T o . 2,87 0.88 3.30 0.94
) o ¢ -
R ~ I\
) >
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